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provide analyses of such pending or proposed legislation; and to mobilize our members
and other activists to lobby their legislators.
3. The ACLU Foundatmn isa separate 501{c)(3) organization that prowdes 1ega1

representatxon to individuals and organizations free of charge in civil hberues cases, and
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and public service advertisements in print and broadcast media. We produce an in-depth
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reauthorization of the Patriot Act. The reauthorization process led to the introduction in
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16. Dﬁring previous Congresses, ACLU staff members have provi‘ded testimony at

congressional hearings about the Patriot Act on: numerous other occasions. See, e.g.,
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Against Terroriﬁn; Senate Judiciary Committee, 107th Cong., Dec. 4, 20(}1'; Oversight
Hearing on the Administration’s Draft Anti-Terrorism Act of 2001, House Judiciary
Committee, 107th Cong., Sept. 24, 2001. |

17. As part of its advocacy pertaining to the Patriot Act reauthorization, the ACLU
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Patriot Act. For example, we filed two lawsuits under the Freedom of Information Act to

* obtain information about the government’s use of the Patriot Act. In federal court in
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the ACLUF would be in violation of the gag order if we stated publicly that we represent

' @rlimet mmmm e el nuw MOT _avan i e A1 nnt identify the name of our client. the

-
\

Lo
A | |

o

!

.
e e

i S

s

subj ect of the NSL, or any other details about the speciﬁc NSL served.

25.  During the period in which the government interpreted the gag order most
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responses came across as evasive, and frustrated a reporter who wanted to provide more




reauthorization of the Patriot Act. But for the gag order, we would have disclosed to

members of Congress the kinds of information sought by the NSL that was served on our
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31.  Other new Patriot Act powers have gag provisions that are similar or identical to
the NSL gag provision. Information about the government’s application of the gag

provision in both this case and the Library Connection case would have informed the
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have disclosed this information to the public.
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Apr. 5, 2005 (testimony of Attorney General Alberto Gonzalez urging renewal of the
Patriot Act and denying that Section 215 had been used against libraries); id. (testimony

of FRLDirectnr Rohert Myeller urgine renewal of the Patriot Act and an expansion of the
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virtually impossible for those served with NSLs to obtain judicial relief from gag orders
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knowledge and belief. Executed on this day, September 7, 2006.



